Consent 8/14/2007 ltem # 4

SEMINOLE COUNTY GOVERNMENT
AGENDA MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Professional Services: PS-2084-07/LKR - Architectural and Engineering Services
for the Design and Construction Administration of Jetta Point Park

DEPARTMENT: Administrative Services DIVISION: Purchasing and Contracts
AUTHORIZED BY: Steve Howard CONTACT: Lisa Riner EXT: 7113
MOTION/RECOMMENDATION:

Approve ranking list and authorize rate negotiations for PS-2084-07/LKR - Architectural and
Engineering Services for the Design and Construction Administration of Jetta Point Park with
PBS&J of Orlando, Florida.

County-wide Ray Hooper

BACKGROUND:

PS-2084-07/LKR will provide architectural and engineering services for the Design and
Construction Administration of Jetta Point Park.

This project was publicly advertised and received nine (9) submittals (listed alphabetically):

Bellomo-Herbert & Company, Inc.

Bentley Architects + Engineers, Inc.

Glatting Jackson Kercher Anglin, Inc.
Herbert-Halback, Inc.

Land Design Innovations, Inc.

PBS&J

The Scott Partnership Architecture, Inc.
Starmer Ranaldi Planning and Architecture, Inc.
TEK Science and Engineering

The Evaluation Committee, which consisted of Steve Howard, Administrative Services
Director; Scott Werley, Construction Manager; Joe Gasparini, Parks and Recreation Manager;
and Rich Steiger, Facilities Planner, evaluated the submittals. Consideration was given to the
approach/understanding of the project, qualifications of proposed personnel and the firm,
qualifications of subconsultants, similar project experience and projects completed as a team,
and location of the firm. The committee agreed to interview the following four (4) firms (listed
alphabetically).

Bellomo-Herbert & Company, Inc.
Herbert-Halback, Inc.

PBS&J

TEK Science and Engineering



The Committee interviewed the four (4) short-listed firms giving consideration for designing to
budget, permitting & coordination of government entities, Construction Manager At-Risk
experience, experience with a project of this size and projects worked as a team. The backup
documentation includes the Tabulation Sheet, the Evaluation Consensus Sheet, and the
Presentation Evaluation Consensus and Evaluation Sheets.

The Evaluation Committee recommends that the Board approve the ranking below and
authorize staff to negotiate with the top-ranked firm, PBS&J, in accordance with F.S. 287.055,
the Consultants Competitive Negotiation Act (CCNA).

PBS&J

Bellomo-Herbert & Company, Inc.
Herbert-Halback, Inc.

TEK Science and Engineering

PN~

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends the Board approve the ranking list and authorize rate negotiations for PS-
2084-07/LKR - Architectural and Engineering Services for the Design and Construction
Administration of Jetta Point Park with PBS&J of Orlando, Florida.

ATTACHMENTS:

1. PS-2084-07_LKR Agenda Backup

Additionally Reviewed By:

2 County Attorney Review ( Ann Colby )
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B.C.C. - SEMINOLE COUNTY, FL

PS TABULATION SHEET

ALL SUBMITTALS ACCEPTED BY SEMINOLE COUNTY ARE SUBJECT TO THE COUNTY'S TERMS
AND CONDITIONS AND ANY AND ALL ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS SUBMITTED BY

PS NUMBER: PS-2084-07/LKR THE PROPOSERS ARE REJECTED AND SHALL HAVE NO FORCE AND EFFECT. PS DOCUMENTS
; o . : FROM THE PROPOSERS LISTED HEREIN ARE THE ONLY SUBMITTALS RECEIVED TIMELY AS OF
PSTITLE Architectural and Engineering Services for Design and  1e ABOVE OPENING DATE AND TIME. ALL OTHER PS DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED IN RESPONSE
. Construction Administration of Jetta Point Park TO THIS SOLICITATION, IF ANY, ARE HEREBY REJECTED AS LATE.
DATE: May 16, 2007 TIME: 2:00 P.M.
RESPONSE -1- RESPONSE -2- RESPONSE -3- RESPONSE -4-

Bellomo-Herbert & Company, Inc.
100 E. Pine Street, Suite 204
Orlando, FL 32801

Frank Bellomo
(407) 422-4845 — Phone
(407) 422-0699 — Fax

Bentley Architects + Engineers, Inc.
665 West Warren Avenue
Longwood, FL 362750

Molly A. deVivero, P.E.
(407) 331-6116 — Phone
(407) 331-4566 — Fax

Glatting Jackson Kercher Anglin, Inc.
120 N. Orange Ave.
Orlando, FL 32801

Gary Warner
(407) 843-6552 — Phone
(407) 839-1789 — Fax

Herbert-Halback, Inc.
423 S, Keller Rd., #300
Orlando, FL 32810-6132

Ginger Corless
(407) 422-1449 — Phone
(407) 875-0851 — Fax

RESPONSE -5-

RESPONSE -6-

RESPONSE -7-

RESPONSE -8-

Land Design Innovations, Inc.
140 N. Orange Ave. Suite 295
Winter Park, FL 32789

Tracy L. Crowe
(407) 975-1273 — Phone
(407) 975-1278 — Fax

PBS&J
482 South Keller Road
Orlando, FL 32810

David W. Larsen, RLA
(407) 647-7275 — Phone
(407) 647-0624 — Fax

423 S. Keller Rd., Ste. 200
Orlando, FL 32810

Kimberly Day, AIA
(407) 660-2766 — Phone
(407) 875-3276 — Fax

The Scott Partnership Architecture Inc.

Starmer Ranaldi Planning and
Architecture Inc.

820 W. Broadway St.

Oviedo, FL 32765

Rania Girgis
(407) 977-1080 — Phone
(407) 977-1019 — Fax

RESPONSE -9-

TEK Science and Engineering
3006 Moss Valley Place
Winter Park, FL 32792

Jeffrey J. Earhart, P.E., VP
(407) 677-1012 — Phone
(407) 677-1012 — Fax

Tabulated by Lisa Riner, Senior Procurement Analyst (Posted by Lisa Riner May 17, 2007 at 12:00 p.m. Eastern)

Evaluation Committee Meeting:

(Posted by Lisa Riner May 17, 2007 at 12:00 p.m. Eastern)

Committee agreed to short-list the following firms:
(Posted by Lisa Riner May 31, 2007 at 8:30 a.m. Eastern)

May 29, 2007 at 3:00 p.m. in the Administrative Services Department

Herbert-Halback, Inc.
PBS&J

Bellomo-Herbert & Company, Inc.

TEK Science and Engineering

Conference Room, Five Points - 200 W. County Home Road, Sanford, FL 32773
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Presentations/Interviews: June 15, 2007 at 2:30 p.m. in the Administrative Services Department
(Posted by Lisa Riner May 31, 2007 at 8:30 a.m. Eastern) Conference Room, Five Points - 200 W. County Home Road, Sanford, FL 32773
Bellomo-Herbert & Company, Inc. 2:30-2:55
Herbert-Halback, Inc. 3:05-3:30
PBS&J 3:40-4:05
TEK Science and Engineering 4:15-4:40
Board of County Commissioners Agenda Date - Request Approval to Negotiate (Ranked): July 24, 2007

(Posted by Lisa Riner June 18, 2007 at 9:00 a.m. Eastern)

1. PBS&J

2. Bellomo-Herbert & Company, Inc.
3. Herbert-Halback, Inc.

4. TEK Science and Engineering

Board of County Commissioners Agenda Date — Award: TBD



EVALUATION RANKINGS
PS-2084-07/LKR - Architectural and Engineering Services for Design and Construction of Jetta Point Park

S. Howard J. Gasparini 8. Thomas S. Werley TOTAL POINTS RANKING

Bellomo-Herbert & Company, Inc. 2 8 3 3 16 3
Bentley Architects + Engineers, Inc. 3 3 4 8 18 4
Glatting Jackson Kercher Anglin, inc, 8 5 2 4 19 5
Herbert-Halback, Inc, 8 4 4 2 16 3
Land Besign Innovations, Inc. 5 5] 5 5 21 8
PBS&J 1 1 1 1 4 1
The Scoft Partnership Architecture, Inc. 9 g 7 9 34 8
Starmer Ranaldi Planning and Architecture, inc, 7 7 6 7 27 7
TEK Science and Engineering 4 2 3 6 15 2
The Evaluation Committee agrees to short-list the following firms: - Bellomo-Herbert & Company, inc.

Herbert-Haiback, inc.

PBS&J

TEK Science and £ngineering

éve-doward & - /ﬁglaa;p%; ==
Aa Ay Sttt
NN ﬂ

Speed Thomas Scott Werley




PRESENTATION RANKINGS
PS-2084-07/LKR - Architectural and Engineering Services for Design and Construction of Jetta Point Park

S. Howard J. Gasparini  R. Steiger S. Werley TOTAL POINTS RANKING

Bellomo-Herbert & Company, Inc. 2 3 3 3 11 2
Herbert-Halback, Inc, 4 2 4 2 12 3
PBS&J 1 1 1 1 4 1
TEK Science and Engineering 3 4 2 4 13 4

The Evaluation Committee recommends the following ranking: PBS&J
Bellomo-Herbert & Company, Inc.
Herbert-Halback, Inc.
TEK Science and Engineering

SteyeHoward” ~ J Joe Gasparin
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Scott Werley




Presentation
PS-2084-07/LKR-Architectural and Engineering Services for Design and Construction
Administration of Jetta Point Park
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Bellomo-Herbert and Company, Inc.
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Steve Howard

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 ~ 89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 - 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Designjng to Budget (40% »
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Criteria: Permitting and Coordination of Government Entities (25%)
6 2 S:Q YA~ wgmw&

Score %

(0-100)

Criteria: CM at risk experience and experience with project of this size (20%)
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Presentation
P8-2084-07/LKR—-Architectural and Engineering Services for Design and Construction
Administration of Jetta Point Park
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Herberi-Halback, Inc.
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Steve Howard

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 — 100 Qutstanding, oui-of-the-box, innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 —-69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Des:gnmg to Budget (40%) Y

Score %0
(0-100}

Crlterla CM at risk experlence and experience with project of this size (20%)
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(0-100)
Criteria: Projects Worked gs a Team {15%)
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TOTAL SCORE (0-100 Points) 8@’
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Presentation
PS-2084-07/LKR-Architectural and Engineering Services for Design and Construction
Administration of Jetta Point Park
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: PBS&J
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Steve Howard

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

20 - 100 Qutstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 - 89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respecis.

70~79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 -~ 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unaccepiable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

. Count «; Lot shtn f@“t{T

Criteria: Designing tg Budget {40%)

Score z é
(0-100)

Criteria: Perm tting and Coordmatlon of Government Entities (25%)
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Cnteria CM at ris experlence and experaence wnth pro;ect of th;s size (20%)

Criteria: Projects Worked as a Team (15%)
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TOTAL SCORE (0-100 Points) QS;Bg

RANKING @

RANKING



Presentation
PS-2084-07/LKR-Architectural and Engineering Services for Design and Construction
Administration of Jetta Point Park
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: TEK Science and Engineering
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Steve Howard

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each critetion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

80 - 100 Cutstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 - 89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment,

Criteria: Des:gmng fo Eudget (40%)

Score
(0-100)

Criteria: ?e ‘tT?j and Qi] ordmatlon of Government Entities (25%)
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Score
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Criteria: CM at risk experience and experience with project of this size (20%)
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Criteria: Projects Worked as a Team (15%)

Score

TOTAL SCORE (0-100 Points)
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Presentation
PS-2084-07/LKR-Architectural and Engineering Services for Design and Construction
Administration of Jetta Point Park
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Bellomo-Herbert and Company, Inc.
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Joe Gasparini

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 — 100 Qutstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

7079 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

860 —69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below B0 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Designing to Budget (40%)
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Score 79
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Criteria; Permitting and Coordination of Government Entities (25%)
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Criteria: CM at risk experience and experience with project of this size (20%)
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Criteria: Projec;yNorked as a Team {15%) .
f/‘;ﬁwlw/ D Losre Aad Afvxj S i LD i S L fu/{A:__;/:
et i) orlis Score 79
A At ey (6-100)
TOTAL SCORE (0-100 Points) A

RANKING



Presentation
PS-2084-07/LKR-Architectural and Engineering Services for Design and Construction
Administration of Jetta Point Park
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Herbert-Halback, Inc.
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Joe Gasparini

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 - 100 Qutstanding, cut-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Exceltent, Very Good, Solid in ali respects.

T0-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 - 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Desngnmg to Budget{ 0%
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Criteria: Permitting and Coordination of Government Entities (25%)
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Criteria: CM at risk experience and experience with project of this size {20%)
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Presentation
PS-2084-07/LKR~Architectural and Engineering Services for Design and Construction
Administration of Jetta Poinf Park
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: PBS&J
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Joe Gasparini

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 - 100 Qutstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Designing to Budget (40%)
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Criteria: CM at risk experience and experience with project of this size (20%)
Lriinn O/)‘\ LiAn e GMf
o’ J_)/’vf{?{: MJJ ":3’() L /J//\"’Lh <70 by Ly*s
Pave B Bodpi? corfpsl 10 [l e

. A 4 ﬂxfwe/rv e ﬂ* Prove o o
el re Score 79
(0-100)
Criteria: Projects Worked as a Team (1 S%)Q/
1 Ao “Terrs ,f} /0/“’1*"01 Mﬂﬂr-&? nt .69).1/9-ML
ﬁmu\ Lo A4 ii«M”Lﬂ A Pi«'ﬁélﬁ:
A/)ﬂeaw:]; be. N’”{S’”\] ?{/V %,e Jbé PR Score 26“
(0-100)
TOTAL SCORE (0-100 Points) as

RANKING ZE

RANKING



Presentation
PS-2084-07/LKR~Architectural and Engineering Services for Design and Construction
Administration of Jetta Point Park
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: TEK Science and Engineering
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Joe Gasparini

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

80 - 100 Qutstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Selid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Designing to Budget (40%) .
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Presentation
PS-2084-07/LKR-Architectural and Engineering Services for Design and Construction
Administration of Jetta Point Park
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Bellomo-Herbert and Company, Inc.
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Rich Steiger

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criter:a Dessgmng to Budget (40%}

Criteria: CM at risk expenence and expenence with §rmect of this size (20%)
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Criteria: Pro;ects Worked asa E’eam (1 5%)
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Presentation
P8-2084-07/LKR~Architectural and Engineering Services for Design and Construction
Administration of Jetta Point Park
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Herbert-Halback, Inc.
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Rich Steiger

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 - 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Desugnmg to Budget (40%)

Score 96
(0-100)
Criteria: Permitting and Coordination of Govemment Entities (25%)
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Score 20
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Criteria: CM at risk experience and experience with pro;ect of this size {20%)
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Criteria: Prmects Worked as a Team (15%)
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Presentation
PS-2084-07/L KR-Architectural and Engineering Services for Design and Construction
Administration of Jetta Point Park
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: PBS&J
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Rich Steiger

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the foliowing general guidelines:

90 ~ 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savnngs
80 -89 . Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help {o be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Crtterla Des:gn:ng to Budget (40%}

Score 10
(0-100)

r:terla CM at risk experlence and experlence with project of this size (20%)
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Presentation
PS-2084-07/LKR-Architectural and Engineering Services for Design and Construction
Administration of Jetta Point Park
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: TEK Science and Engineering
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Rich Steiger

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

80 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60— 869 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help o be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Deignmg to Budget {40%)

Score ¥ ﬁ

(0-100)
eria: CM at nsk experience and experience with project of this size {20%)
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Score _¢®
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Criteria: Projects Worked as a Team (15%)
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Presentation
P8-2084-07/LKR--Architectural and Engineering Services for Design and Construction
Administration of Jetta Point Park
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Bellomo-Herbert and Company, Inc.
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Scott Werley

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 - 100 Qutstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Exceffent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

7079 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

80— 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Designing te Budget (40%)
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Criteria: Permitting and Coordination of Government Entities (25%)
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Presentation
PS-2084-07/LKR~Architectural and Engineering Services for Design and Construction
Administration of Jetta Point Park
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Herbert-Halback, inc.
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Scott Werley

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 - 100 Qutstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help o be acceptable

Pescribe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Designing to Budget {40%)
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Score 3D
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Criteria: Permitting and Coordination of Government Entities (25%)
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Criteria: CM at risk experience and experience with project of this size (20%)
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Score /&
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Criteria: Projects Worked as a Team (15%)
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Score /¥
(0-100)
TOTAL SCORE (0-100 Points) a2
RANKING Z

RANKING



Presentation
PS5-2084-07/LKR-Architectural and Engineering Services for Design and Construction
Administration of Jetta Point Park
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: PBS&J
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Scott Werley

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

80 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weakneasses, Fully Acceptable as is

60— 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Designing to Budget (40%)
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Score 3%
(0-100)
Criteria: Permitting and Coordination of Government Entities (25%)
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Criteria: CM at risk experience and experience with project of this size (20%)
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(0-100)
Criteria: Projects Worked as a Team (15%)
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Score Y
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TOTAL SCORE (0-100 Points) 75

RANKING E
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Presentation
PS-2084-07/LKR-Architectural and Engineering Services for Design and Construction
Administration of Jetta Point Park
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: TEK Science and Engineering
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Scott Werley

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 — 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 — 89 Excelient, Very Good, Solid in ali respects,

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60— 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Designing to Budget (40%)
et ho b\::}— Lo ‘}\) oo =g .'fw,pd,-;,(#l ;;’l & _bn d[r‘}" e
f\/uwcz(wkj Lol @cy /f«f/w(. 2’/1'(715 & redies ;'/v"\ﬁ‘otj cust
e bow [mpeed Desisn = Englyo Fleadls 20% et 5 bl
L—F({i C»o—f r,&;‘l- C—a‘v*}- f-wr.['n-l"—?;@ /

Score 3 S
(0-100)
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Criteria: CM at risk experience and experience with project of this size (20%)
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Criteria: Projects Worked as a Team (15%)
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RANKING A
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